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EDITORIAL 


Dear Readers: 

The present issue contains two articles that continue the theme of the last 
CSSHQwhich focused on the reconstruction of our world history framework to 
bring it in line with Biblical revelation. One is a reprint of an early CSSHQ 
article concerning historical evidence of encounters between man and 
dinosaurs, while the second is a review of John Pilkey’s Origin of the Nations. 
Both articles will prove to be fascinating reading. This issue also contains a 
number of items pertaining to the rise of Biblical creationist activities overseas, 
particularly in Asia. The central theme, however, willbe a delight to C.S. Lewis 
fans as our lead articles explore the Biblical creation foundations evident in the 
writings of Lewis and his spiritual mentor, George MacDonald. We even have 
the transcript of some new and only recently discovered writings of that 
devoted enemy of our souls, the infamous Screwtape. Readers will enjoy being 
brought up to date on his activities. 


i ? 


The artistic productions of Christian composers, musicians, poets, painters, 
actors, etc., in obedience to the gifts and longing for creative expression which 
God has placed in them, are a vital component in the fulfilling of our Lord’s 
great commission to reach the world with the gospel. This is true regardless of 
whether the art is expressly Christian. The reason is simple. The gospel of 
Jesus Christ does not leave a scorched earth in its wake. Rather, in the wake of 
the gospel are life, joy, and freedom as well as righteousness and holiness. If 
we do not see this, then we do not yet see the full riches of Christ’s redemption. 
“Il am come that they might have life, and that they might have it more 
abundantly.’ (John 10:10) The more clearly we see this important role of the 
arts, the more quickly and powerfully will the gospel advance. The artist, in 
obedience to Christ's creative gift, performs a vital mission for the Lord. 


Paul D. Ackerman 
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LETTERS AND COMMENTS 


Dear Editor: 

| appreciated your editorial relative to the situation at the university where 
you teach. In my research | have found that discrimination occurs in the 
admission to doctoral programs, and in the awarding of degrees, but this is far 
less of a problem than especially the awarding of tenure. You have evidently 
faced fewer problems than many academics. This may be partially because 
your area is psychology, and the problems tend to be more prevalent among 
creationists who are in the natural sciences. Also, relative to your colleagues 
claiming that your activity in creationism is not “bonafide psychology activity,” 
| wonder if a person who is involved in the psychology of women, in the 
psychology of blacks and so on, would have the same problem. | think not. Your 
work in the CSSHS clearly involves the behavioral sciences, much of it clearly 
psychological in orientation. Thus | would categorize refusal to accept such 
work as credit counting towards promotion as discrimination. 

Ironically, in earning my second doctorate, | am encountering no problems. 
My committee, etc., is fully supportive, extremely so actually. Nor am|encoun- 
tering any problems in landing part-time work (although it is incredibly difficult 
to make a living doing such — last term | taught at four different colleges, 
teaching mathematics, biology, psychology, sociology, and computer science). 
This term | am teaching a social psychology course, an anthropology course, a 
Statistics course, and am scheduled next term to teach three courses in the 
area of philosophy. Of course, with the equivalent of three doctorates, | have 
enough background so that | can do so comfortably. Nonetheless, no school 
will hire me full-time. Relative to my court case, | appreciate your concern. The 
university, in their summary brief, did not at all deny the religious discrimina- 
tion. They essentially are trying to hide under a number of legal statutes which 
protect administrators who make decisions. They, in essence, are stating, 
“Whatever wrongdoing occurred” was done by people who are immune from 
litigation. Further, they are claiming even though we demonstrated clearly at 
least a dozen major due process violations, that the only one that was neces- 
sary was a hearing before dismissal. The hearing occurred, but it itself was 
fraught with due process violations, such as | was not permitted to have 
witnesses on my behalf, nor did the university enable me to subpoena such, 
etc., in violation of their own rules. | also must add that | appreciate your 


Support, encouragement and help, etc., in the past. This has been most 
valuable. 


In Christ, 

Jerry Bergman, Ph.D. 
1306 North Orleans 
Bowling Green, OH 43402 
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Dear Editor: 

I pray that God will lift you up in your disappointment over the denial of your 
promotion. | too have recently had similar disappointments, but | can say that 
they were opportunities to draw closer to our Lord and improve my character. 

| must say that | cannot agree that you were not unfairly discriminated 
against for your creationism. It is true as you say that academics are slow to 
move beyond the status quo. But this is exactly what science is not about: 
science is the attempt to go beyond the status quo. If your department does not 
have clear objective standards for this movement, then it has opted out of 
science into ideology. 

I guess this is the important point: are there clear objective standards that do 
not as a matter of definition exclude creationism. And, has your work mea- 
sured up? There can be a subtle, more indirect discrimination in which appeal 
is made to the acceptability of your work to standard journals. However, if the 
journals as a matter of course turn down religious or creationist oriented 
articles, then they are blatant discriminators regardless of their stated policy. 
Of course, the typical refuge is to vaguely point to some technical deficiency. 

| would be interested in knowing what Wichita State University defines as 
“proving” scientific creationism in psychology. 

The fact that your department has been so accommodating is a fine testi- 
monial to their fairness. But like Marcuse, | am wary of a soft tolerance that 
covers a long-term, absolute intolerance. Of course, | don’t really know the 
situation, but! hope you will address the question of what standards your work 
has to meet in the next journal issue. 

In the meantime | support you with prayer and know that you can call upon 
my services as a sociologist of science if you need. 


Yours in Christ, 
Tony Carnes 

839 Riley, Bldg. 96 
Albany, CA 94706 


Dear Editor: 

| shall be very thankful if you could send me information on the Society's 
periodicals (subscription cost, availability of back issues), and publications as | 
would like to purchase these for our rapidly-growing church resource library. 
This is an Islamic nation wherein Christians are constantly challenged to 
declare our (i.e. Biblical) view of the origin of the Universe and life therein. We 
would like to do so effectively, needless to say. | am writing on behalf of a 
fellowship of professionals within the congregation, some of whom are 
acquainted with the fruits of the Society's labour and feel that the rest of us will 
benefit immensely from exposure to the same. 

In anticipation of your reply and thanking you for your kind attention and 
service, | remain, 


Yours Sincerely, 

Yeow Chin Kiong 

40 Jalan Muda Off Jalan Meru, 
Kelang, Selangor, Malaysia 


Dear Editor: 

| would like to inform you that in Greece we face, as in your country, the 
problem of a one-sided presentation of the theory of Evolution both in High 
Schools and Universities, as well as in Magazines and other media of public 
information. 

Due to the fact that the attempts of materialists to mislead the contemporary 
man has taken the form of an organized and intensive propaganda, a group of 
scientists here in Greece have decided to initiate an informative campaign 
about the truth, for the objective information of the Greek people and especially 
the students against the doctrines of the theory of Evolution, and provide the 
scientific evidence in favor of Creation. 

To this aim, we should be grateful to you if you were kind enough as to help 
us by providing any contemporary scientific data, information and publication 
regarding both criticism of the theory of Evolution and scientific arguments and 
material in favor of Creation, because there is not any available source in this 
matter in Greece. 

We will greatly appreciate your kind help, as well as a regular cooperation in 
this endeavor. 

Thanking you in advance and waiting to hear from you, | am, 


Sincerely yours, 

Apostolos Ch. Frangos B.A. 
43 Ellanikou Str. 

Athens, Greece (11635) 


ANNOUNCEMENTS 
Creation Science in Asia 


The announcement of a Conference of National Evangelists (CONE), for 
about 500 national evangelists from all over Asia was a significant event for 
the evangelical Christian community in Asia. This conference, which took 
place from the 3rd to 12th of May ‘85 at the National University of Singapore, 
attracted participants representing almost 60% of the world population. 

A workshop on Apologetics for Asia, with a special emphasis on 
Bible/Science/Evolution was conducted by Dr. Johnson C. Philip of the Crea- 
tion Research India. The first workshop was subscribed by so many of the 
Participants that many of them could be accommodated only in a second 
workshop, which fully repeated the first course. 

The need for an apologetic approach in presenting the Gospel to the edu- 
cated Asian was reflected in the high number of participants, who filled both 
workshops beyond its capacity. Every one of the participants, which included 
college lecturers, pastors, students, youth workers, and scientists, accepted 
that Creation-Evangelism was probably the best method for evangelizing the 
educated Asian. 
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In Asia most of the attacks originate either from the natural sciences, the 
social sciences or the theory of evolution. Thus most of the workshop concen- 
trated on these topics. The thesis was: The statements of the Bible are not 
inconsistent with the facts of science. . 

Each and every lecture followed with a very lively discussion, in which both 
Dr. Johnson and many of the resource persons shared the answers along with 
examples from personal experiences. All of the participants expressed their 
desire to learn more on these subjects for their personal benefit and also to 
help others in Asia. 

The Creation Science movement in Asia may be about to make a gigantic 
leap due to the strategically planned and placed workshop. Dr. Johnson has 
been invited to visit Pakistan, Nepal, Sri Lanka, Singapore, Malaysia, Hong 
Kong, Indonesia, New Zealand and many other countries to speak on 
Bible/Science/Evolution. Chapters of the Creation Research India may come 
into existence in many of these countries within the next three years or less. 


Creation Research India 
Prarthana Bhavan 

Mahavir Colony, Dal Bazar Teraha 
Lashkar, Gwalior 

India 474009 


Notice to CSSHS Members and to Subscribers 
of the CSSH Quarterly 


Memberships and subscriptions expire in September, 1985. 

Unless your membership or subscription is renewed by October 31, 1985, 
the Fall 1985 issue of the CSSH Quarterly (Vol. Vill, No. 1 issue) will be the last 
issue you receive. 

Please send in your membership renewal ($12 for U.S. residents; $13 U.S. if 
you reside outside the USA) or subscription renewal ($14 for U.S. residents; 
$15 U.S. for subscribers residing outside the USA) as soon as possible before 
October 31, 1985. Members and subscribers residing outside the USA, please 
add $5.00 if you wish to have us send the Quarterly by air mail. Thank you. 
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Creation in the Writings 
_of George MacDonald 
Ellen Myers 


It is as the spiritual teacher of C.S. Lewis that George MacDonald 
(1824-1905) has come to be known and loved among Christian people today. 
The anthology of MacDonald's writings compiled by C.S. Lewis was first 
published in America in 1947; subsequent editions appeared in 1962 and 
1974. Other works by MacDonald in print today include Phantastes (Ballantine 
Books, 1970), which a Christian creationist friend called “one of the most 
wholesome pieces of fantasy that | have ever read’ ina letter to this writer. C.S. 
Lewis writes about this book in his preface to the MacDonald anthology: 

It must be more than thirty years ago that | bought . . . the Everyman 
edition of Phantastes. A few hours later | knew that! had crossed a great 
frontier. . . . the whole book had about it a sort of cool, morning inno- 
cence, and also, quite unmistakably, a certain quality of Death, good 
Death. What it actually did to me was to convert, even to baptise (that 
was where the Death came in) my imagination. . . . The quality which 
had enchanted me. . . turned out to be the quality of the real universe, 
the divine, magical, terrifying and ecstatic reality in which we all live.’ 
Besides this story, so mightily used of our Lord, there are modern editions of 
Lilith (Ballantine, 1969), Diary of an Old Soul — poetry devotions for each day 
of the year — (Augsburg, 1965 and paperback edition 1975), The Golden Key, a 
fairy tale for children with beautiful illustrations by Maurice Sendak (Farrar, 
Straus & Giroux, 1967), The Gifts of the Child Christ, in two volumes, consist- 
ing of “fairy tales and stories for the childlike” (Eerdmans, 1973), Life Essen- 
tial, the Hope of the Gospel, edited by Rolland Hein (Harold Shaw Publishers, 
Wheaton, IL 1974), Creation in Christ, edited by Rolland Hein and taken from 
MacDonald's three volumes of Unspoken Sermons (Harold Shaw Publishers, 
1976); The World of George MacDonald, edited by Rolland Hein and consisting 
of selections from MacDonald's works of fiction (Harold Shaw, 1978), and The 
Princess and the Goblin, a fairy story for children (Scripture Union Chariot 
Books, Elgin IL 1978, second printing 1979). The C.S. Lewis anthology proba- 
bly remains the most popular and influential among all these. It is composed 
chiefly of extracts from MacDonald's Unspoken Sermons, of which C.S. Lewis 
testifies: 

My own debt to this book is almost as great as one man can owe to 

another: and nearly all serious inquirers to whom | have introduced it 

acknowledge that it has given them great help — sometimes indispen- 
sable help towards the very acceptance of the Christian faith.” 

C.S. Lewis gives a brief biography of MacDonald in the preface to this 
anthology, as well as a brief and poignant summary of MacDonald's thought. 
From it we learn that after a brief and troubled stint in England’s non- 
conformist ministry MacDonald had to earn his living by lecturing, tutoring, 
writing and “odd jobs.”’ Rolland Hein tells us his family when completed 
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numbered eleven children.? 
His lungs were diseased and his poverty was very great. Literal starva- 
tion was sometimes averted only by those last moment deliverances 
which agnostics attribute to chance and Christians to Providence. It is 
against this background of reiterated failure and incessant peril that 
some of the following extracts can be most profitably read. His resolute 
condemnations of anxiety come from one who has a right to speak. . .4 
A little later C.S. Lewis pens the following often-quoted praise of MacDonald's 
work: 
The Divine Sonship is the key-conception which unites all the different 
elements of his thought. | dare not say that he is never in error; but to 
speak plainly | know hardly any other writer who seems to be closer, or 
more continually close to the Spirit of Christ Himself. Hence his Christ- 
like union of tenderness and severity. Nowhere else outside the New 
Testament have | found terror and comfort so intertwined.> 
To the Biblical creationist believer of our time it comes as a great joy, perhaps 
as a surprise, that George MacDonald, after all a contemporary of Darwin and 
Huxley and also a well educated man whose academic background included 
degrees in chemistry and natural philosophy (that is, the natural sciences) from 
Aberdeen University®, does not show any trace whatsoever of evolutionism in 
his writings. Darwin and his teachings might as well never have existed as far 
as MacDonald is concerned; not only this, but he seems to have seen deeply 
enough by God's grace to understand the inability of science to give ultimate 
answers, or even to help formulate the proper questions leading to such 
answers. To MacDonald, rooted and grounded in the Living God and His 
creative purpose, ‘‘human science is but the backward undoing of the tapestry- 
web of God's science, works with its back to Him, and is always leaving Him — 
His intent, that is, His perfected work — behind it, always going farther and 
farther away from the point where His work culminates in revelation.” 
Throughout MacDonald's work burns the fire of zealous love for God as 
Creator Whose glorious creative design must not be thwarted, and for each 
and every man and woman (and child, for MacDonald greatly loved children) to 
work out their own glory and bliss by fulfilling the Creator's design and so to 
become perfect as our Father in Heaven is perfect. Typical of his yearning that 
the Father might see the reward of His work, and of his grief together with the 
Father and the Son over the creatures’ resistance to the Father's perfect willis 
the following prayerful cry: 
O Lord, what a labor thou hast with us alll Shall we ever, some day, be all 
and quite good like thee? Help me! Fill me with thy light, that my work 
may all go to bring about the gladness of thy kingdom — the holy 
household of us brothers and sisters — all thy children.® 
MacDonald is concerned with arousing and strengthening the /ife of Christ 
in us. What man lost in the Fall was life, life essential, the life breathed into him 
by God at his creation. Christ came to restore that life (John 10:10). MacDonald 
wrote, ‘Religion (in his time this meant Christianity) is no way of life, no show 
of life, no observance of any sort. . . It is life essential . . . The man to whom 
virtue is but the ornament of character, something over and above, not essen- 
tial to it, is not yet a man."® He was not concerned with knowledge about God 
but with person-to-person knowledge of God, in heartfelt oneness with 
Christ's own words, “And this is life eternal, that they might know thee the 
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only true God, and Jesus Christ, whom thou hast sent’ (John 17:3). This 
knowledge transforms man as the Christ-life is nurtured and enlarged in him 
— or rather, Christ Himself transforms man as man rejects his pseudo-self 
made up of ephemeral notions and influences of his own devising and turns to 
his true root and origin, his Creator the Triune God. Man has no identity except 
his created identity in God's eternal purpose for him. 

This is why “salvation” apart from God is impossible. Although MacDonald 
has been called a “universalist” (a charge to which some of his statements 
lend support), C.S. Lewis rightly comments: 

MacDonald shows God threatening, but (as Jeremy Taylor says) “He 
threatens terrible things if we will not be happy.”’. . . He hopes, indeed, 
that all men will be saved; but that is because he hopes that all will 
repent. He knows (none better) that even omnipotence cannot save the 
unconverted. He never trifles with eternal impossibilities.'° 
His fantasy Lilith is an outworking of how even the most obdurate rebel 
against God, the most perverse, proud and evil soul clinging to shadow rather 
than truth may yet be brought to see her own loathsome pseudo-self as God 
sees it — as utter corruption from the creative purpose and glory intended by 
her Creator — and to desire redemption even though it will cost her the 
cutting-off of her right hand paralyzed in a grip upon nothingness. While not as 
instantly recognizable as Christian-biblical parables as are, for example, C.S. 
Lewis's Varnia stories or his science fiction trilogy for adults, once so recog- 
nized the MacDonald stories and fantasies speak perhaps even more deeply to 
the reader who then agrees with Lewis that MacDonald was Lewis's master. 

A final thread running through all MacDonald's work is his deep and abiding 
Joy in our Lord, our “glad Creator.’"' It is the joy of the Creator spoken of in the 
very first chapter of Genesis when our holy, righteous and perfect God sawall 
his works and saw that they were good. Even thus MacDonald sees the end of 
man. When speaking of the giving of the white stone with the new name to the 
redeemed (Revelation 2), he writes, 

God's name for a man must be the expression of His own idea of the 
man, that being whom He had in His thought when He began to make 
the child, and whom He kept in His thought through the long process of 
creation that went to realize the idea. To tell the name is to seal the 
success — to say ‘In thee also | am well pleased.”"'? 
Hand in hand with God's joy in us upon our restoration to the perfection of His 
created identity and intent for us goes our own joy in His design. MacDonald 
writes, ’l would rather be what God chose to make me than the most glorious 
creature that | could think of. For to have been thought about — born in God's 
thoughts — and then made by God, is the dearest, grandest, most precious 
thing in all thinking." 

Our God Creator is an all-encompassing God Whose treasures of creativity 

are inexhaustible: 
The God Who is ever uttering Himself in the changeful profusions of 
nature;. . .who never needs to be, nor ever is, in haste; Who welcomes 
the simplest thought of truth or beauty as the return for seed He has 
sown upon the old fallows of eternity; Who rejoices in the response of a 
faltering moment to the age-long cry of His wisdom in the streets; the 
God of music, of painting, of building; the Lord of hosts, the God of 
mountains and oceans, the God of history working in time into Christian- 
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ity; this God is the God of little children, and He alone can be perfectly, 
abandonedly simple and devoted. Our longing desires can no more 
exhaust the fullness of the treasures of the Godhead than our imagina- 
tion can touch their measure; not a thought, not a joy, not a hope of one 
of His creatures can pass unseen.'* 

Our God is not the absentee landlord of deism (which was flourishing in 
MacDonald's youth), nor the modern existentialist god working by fits and 
Starts to help chaos and chance evolve into order. No, “‘life is no series of 
chances with a few providences sprinkled between to keep up a justly failing 
belief, but one providence of God” and ‘the devotion of God to His creations is 
perfect; He does not think about Himself but about them; He wants nothing for 
Himself, but finds His blessedness in the outgoing of blessedness."’'> 

While God's image formed in us at creation has been defaced and perverted, 
we still bear its imprint and cannot help but obey the law of our created identity 
as His image-bearers: “‘Is not all the good in us His image? Imperfect and sinful 
as we are, is not all the foundation of our being His image? Is not the sin all 
ours, and the life in us all God’s? We cannot be the creatures of God without 
partaking of His nature.’'® 

Many more excerpts from MacDonald's writings could be added here to 
show his commitment to biblical creation, the Personal, Almighty, Omniscient, 
Perfect and glorious Living God revealed in the Bible, and his yearning for the 
redemption and restoration of all men in God's perfect image in and by Christ. 
This, to him, was life. Let us sum up with one final statement by this saint in 
glory: 

To know Godas the beginning and end, the root and cause, the giver, the 
enabler, the love and joy and perfect good, is /ife; and faith in its truest, 
simplest, mightiest form is to do His will in the one thing revealing itself 
at the moment, as duty.'7 


FOOTNOTES 
1 C.S. Lewis, George MacDonald, An Anthology (Garden City, NY: Dolphin 
Books, Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1962), 26-27. 
2 Ibid, 22. . 
3 George MacDonald, Creation in Christ edited by Rolland Hein (Wheaton, IL: 
Harold Shaw Publishers, 1976), 8. 
Lewis, op.cit., 17. 
Ibid., 23. 
George MacDonald, Phantastes (New York: Ballantine Books, 1970), vi. 
Lewis, op.cit., 98. 
George MacDonald, Selections from the Writings of George MacDonald 
(typewritten copy made by this writer from a book published in the nine- 
teenth century in the United States, publisher and exact publication date 
not known), 4. 
® George MacDonald, Life Essential, the Hope of the Gospel, edited by 
Rolland Hein (Wheaton, IL: Harold Shaw Publishers, 1974), 7 
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10 Lewis, op.cit., 24. 14 /bid., 10. 
") /bid., 108. 18 /bid., 11. 
12 /bid., 37. 18 Ibid, 15. 


13, MacDonald, Se/ections, 7. 7 Ibid, 17. 
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Creationist Gleanings from C.S. 
Lewis 
Ellen Myers 


| reluctantly believed for a number of years that C.S. Lewis, apostle and 
teacher to modern skeptics whom | greatly cherish, had made a kind of uneasy 
truce with modern evolutionism. My opinion was based on passages in Mere 
Christianity’ and The Problem of Pain,2, where he drew upon evolutionist 
theories to illustrate his own explanations of Christian beliefs. It is certainly 
evident that the scope of Lewis's Christian writings is far wider than the 
specific area of origins by God's creation. Christians and unbelievers inquiring 
about the Christian faith find in Lewis the sorely needed definition and defense 
of ‘mere Christianity” — of what has been part of Christianity at all times and 
in all its branches, and which sets Christianity proper apart from unbelief. C.S. 
Lewis deserves a special word of gratitude for his intransigence towards 
“modernism” posing as Christianity. The following statement made in answer 
to Sherwood E. Wirt of the Billy Graham Evangelistic Association about six 
months before Lewis's death is typical: 

Mr. Wirt: What is your opinion of the kind of writing being done within 
the Christian church today? 

Lewis: A great deal of what is being published by writers in the religious 
tradition is a scandal and is actually turning people away from the 
church. The liberal writers who are continually accommodating and 
whittling down the truth of the Gospel are responsible. | cannot 
understand how a man can appear in print claiming to disbelieve 
everything that he presupposes when he puts on the surplice. | feel it 
is a form of prostitution.3 

It always seemed to me that one as committed to the truth of the Gospel as 
C.S. Lewis could not have been neutral on the issue of creation ex nihilo versus 
evolutionism, but would have welcomed the vindication of the doctrine of 
creation we are observing today, as did Malcolm Muggeridge in no uncertain 
terms.‘ That vindication, however, was for the most part still in the future 
during Lewis's life; we must remember that when he died in 1963, The 
Genesis Flood, the creationist classic which first put modern creation science 
before the general and academic public, had been in print for barely two years. 
Nevertheless there are certain Lewis writings indicating that he was indeed on 
the creationist side. | shall make reference to some of these writings, advising 
the reader that my sampling is not intended to be exhaustive. 

Lewis debunks the modern arrogant unbelief based upon “evolution and 
comparative religion ... and all the guess-work which masquerades as 
‘science’ “ as early as in his largely autobiographical The Pilgrim's Regress,5 
the first book published after his conversion. He himself made it clear that he 
had evolutionism in mind when he put the following words in the mouth of his 
foolish old “Mr. Enlightenment”: 

Hypothesis .. . establishes itself by a cumulative process, or, to use 
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proper language, if you make the same guess often enough it ceases.to 

be a guess and becomes a Scientific Fact.® 
How appropriate these sarcastic words are now, fifty years later, about evolu- 
tionist dogmal (I use the word “dogma” deliberately in the sense Lewis once 
said that common everyday people use it — “in a bad sense to mean ‘unproved 
assertion delivered in an arrogant manner.’ “’? Common everyday people have 
a good deal of common sense!) 

Lewis's essay “Two Lectures,” originally published in February 1945, can 
only be called a bit of creationist apologetics. It contrasts an urbane lecture 
about “Evolution, development, the slow struggle upwards and onwards from 
crude and inchoate beginnings towards ever-increasing perfection and elabo- 
ration — that appears to be the very formula of the whole universe’’® with a 
Dream Lecturer pointing out that “(t)he acorn comes from a full-grown oak. . . 
the Rocket comes, not from a still crude engine, but from something much 
more perfect than itself and much more complex, the mind of a man, and a 
man of genius. . . The march of all things is from higher to lower . . .’2 Lewis 
reaches the conclusion that 

‘Developmentalism’ is made to look plausible by a kind of trick... . And 
since the egg-bird-egg sequence leads us to no plausible beginnings, is 
it not reasonable to look for the real origin somewhere outside sequence 
altogether? You have to go outside the sequence of engines, into the 
world of men, to find the real originator of the Rocket. Is it not equally 
reasonable to look outside Nature for the real Originator of the natural 
order?!° 
Perhaps Lewis's most explicit anti-evolutionist writing is found in his essay, 
“The Funeral of a Great Myth.” It was published for the first time four years 
after Lewis's death (not surprising in view of the then still prevailing climate of 
evolutionist dogmatism) in the collection Christian Reflections.'’ While the 
bulk of the article deals with the mythological implications of evolutionism ina 
manner devastating to the makers and believers of such myths, Lewis also 
questions the scientific validity of evolutionism. He makes it very clear that 
even to the biologist, evolution is a hypothesis; and he speculates about the 
grounds for accepting the hypothesis as largely metaphysical and the fulfill- 
ment of an “imaginative need."’'? Lewis correctly predicts that the evolutionist 
hypothesis, even strictly on scientific evidences, ‘‘may be shown, by later 
biologists, to be a less satisfactory hypothesis than was hoped fifty years 
ago.’’'3 He also states that “probably every age gets, within certain limits, the 
science it desires.’"'4 In this statement he anticipated the later admissions of 
philosophers of science, for instance Imre Lakatos, that there is no pure 
objectivity in scientific research.'® 

Throughout Lewis's writings runs the idea that in the course of their con- 
tinued existence all things or persons only become more and more them- 
selves, ‘Even on the biological level,” he writes in 7he Great Divorce, ‘‘life is 
not like a pool but like a tree. It does not move towards unity but away from it 
and the creatures grow further apart as they increase in perfection.’"'® While 
the notion of a “tree”’ of biological development is all too familiar to us through 
the popular evolutionist “tree model (now amended to a “bush” by the 
“punctuated equilibrium’ model proposed by S.J. Gould and Niles Eldredge) 
Lewis's emphasis was upon differentiation, and certainly not upon the notion 
of one species, kind or individual changing into another. Such trans-species 
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change — from boy into dragon or from Talking Beast to common wild beast as 
in Lewis's beautiful Varnia stories — is always supernatural and ominous, 
revealing latent evil in his characters. Such changes are also always down- 
ward. The same idea of greater and stronger individual separateness and 
perfected unique identity is also found in the life of the heroine Orual in 7/// We 
Have Faces, or in a conversation between good Cecil and Margaret Dimble in - 
That Hideous Strength. Such increasing individual identity which becomes 
ultimately fixed as a result of God's creative design and the individual's choice 
runs counter to random naturalistic emergent evolutionism in DREYER funda- 
mental and operational respect. 

No overview of this matter would be complete without reference to Lewis's 
Portraits of lost and evil men in his science fiction trilogy, Out of the Silent 
Planet, Perelandra, and That Hideous Strength. From the cold contempt and 
unscrupulous exploitation of feebleminded Harry by Devine and Weston in 
Planet, to Filostrato’s experiment with a guillotined man’s head and Wither’s 
trancelike senility in a demon-made void in Strength there is a wealth of 
prophetic realism about the end result of the emergent evolutionist world view 
for its practitioners-victims. Most horrible of them all is Weston turned “Un- 
Man” in Perelandra. He is ‘a convinced believer in emergent evolution. Allis 
one.”'? Weston believes that “pure spirit . . . is the goal towards which the 
whole cosmic process is moving. . . Call it a Force. A great, inscrutable Force, 
pouring up into us from the dark bases of being. . . . Your Devil and your God 

. are both pictures of the same Force.’'® Anyone acquainted with the 
emergent evolutionist philosophy of the maverick Catholic priest Teilhard de 
Chardin cannot help wondering whether Lewis modeled his Weston upon 
Teilhard. 

We may conclude from all these excerpts that Lewis was unalterably 
opposed to emergent evolutionism as a philosophy or myth; that he maintained 
a good deal of dry skepticism about the biological hypothesis of evolutionism as 
not necessarily scientifically true; and that he would have gladly welcomed the 
rise of creation science in our own generation. 
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Evolutionary Hymn 
C.S. Lewis 


Lead us, Evolution, lead us 
Up the future's endless stair: 

Chop us, change us, prod us, weed us, 
For stagnation is despair: 

Groping, guessing, yet progressing, 
Lead us nobody knows where. 


Wrong or justice in the present, 

Joy or sorrow, what are they 
While there’s always jam to-morrow, 
While we tread the onward way? 
Never knowing where we're going, 

We can never go astray. 


To whatever variation 
Our posterity may turn 

Hairy, squashy, or crustacean, 
Bulbous-eyed or square of stern, 

Tusked or toothless, mild or ruthless, 
Towards that unknown god we yearn. 


Ask not if it's god or devil, 
Brethren, lest your words imply 
Static norms of good and evil 
(As in Plato) throned on high; 
Such scholastic, inelastic, 
Abstract yardsticks we deny. 


Far too long have sages vainly 
Glossed great Nature’s simple text; 

He who runs can read it plainly, 
‘Goodness = what comes next.’ 

By evolving, Life is solving 
All the questions we perplexed. 


On then! Value means survival - 
Value. If our progeny 

Spreads and spawns and licks each rival, 
That will prove its deity. 

(Far from pleasant, by our present 
Standards, though it well may be.) 


From POEMS by C.S. Lewis, edited by Walter Hooper, copyright © 1964 by the Executors 
of the Estate of C.S. Lewis. Reprinted by permission of Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Inc, 
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Screwtape on Devilution 


William A. Stanmeyer 


My dear Wormwood: 

On the hotter nights down here | amuse myself by going through old files. 
. . ./¢ame across a Memorandum-to-File composed while the French Revolu- 
tion was moving into its most gloriously gory phase. | also retrieved some 
Letters to various Tempters such as yourself, particularly correspondence with 
Slimerot, who is now working with our supportive friends of the KGB... . The 
file memo outlined a meeting of the Future Bureau of the Joint Chiefs of the 
Low Command. Though things up in France were properly roiling, we realized 
that eventually the carnage would end and the Enemy's agents in Europe 
would restore a measure of sanity to political life up there. So we had to be 
ready to shift tactics. We had to solidify our control of the “intellectuals,” 
capture the universities, and turn them into privileged sanctuaries from which 
to launch guerrilla attacks on the culture as a whole. 

As we left the meeting, | remarked to Slimerot that we should trick human 
educators and opinion leaders into adopting an intellectual theory on which we 
could base wholesale rejection of traditional morality. | suggested we teach 
them, through our friends the atheist professors, that they had apes for 
ancestors! Apes! Teach them that through a process which none of their 
scientists would be able to explain — because it did not actually happen — they 
had gradually “evolved” through “‘natural science” (i.e., Chance) and “survival 
of the fittest’ (i.e., the law of the jungle) up to their present state of 
enlightenment. 

Slimerot, whose duplicity is so admirable — almost without peer — told me 
to my face that the notion was absurd. He pointed out that we would have to 
manufacture considerable evidence to convince human anthropologists that 
this fool idea was a “‘valid scientific theory.’’ He called that evidence “the 
missing link.” He also observed that implicit in this so-called “evolution” would 
be the fantasy that one species of animal could gradually change into some- 
thing else, a different species, while for considerable time maintaining enough 
continuity with its origins as to remain inter-breedable with less “evolved” 
specimens of the same type. Yet, he correctly noted, there is not a shred of 
evidence of any living thing ever evolving into some different kind of living 
thing capable of breeding but infertile with its parent stock. . . . 

| admitted this fact would be a major obstacle, for | too knew that all living 
things obstinately keep producing young after their own kind and no other. | 
foresaw that despite our guidance to the humans in their laboratories, they 
would necessarily fail to be able to cross dogs with cats, much less cats with 
crows. 

| went back to my office puzzling over this and other flaws in the idea: for 


Reprinted from Fidelity, Vol. 3, No. 11 (October 1984) slightly abridged, with permission. 
Fidelity Magazine is published monthly by Ultramontane Associates, Inc., 206 Mar- 
quette Ave., South Bend, IN 46617, and addressed to traditional Catholics. 
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instance, we would have to teach that the present universe developed out of 
“eternal matter,” and there was a real danger that someday their astrophysi- 
cists might uncover evidence demonstrating a sudden creation — or Big Bang. 
Again, our “evolution” would have to assert that organic life emerged from 
random interaction of inorganic chemical compounds; but some quick statisti- 
cal calculations proved that the possibilities of the protein and DNA molecules’ 
being simultaneously produced by pure random chance, much less combining 
in just the right way, would be 1 to a number with 167,626 zeros in it. | was 
beginning to doubt whether we could market this evolution theory of mine 
—there are limits, after all, to our duplicity and even to human gullibility. 

Unbeknownst to me, upon the adjournment of our meeting and our chat, 
that hellish Slimerot sought an audience with the Joint Chiefs privately, and, 
embellishing my idea with some marginal gloss of his own, he sold it to them 
as one of our major strategies for the nineteenth century. They gave him fitting 
praise and a promotion. . . 

As usual, my idea, when implemented, was brilliant. We took advantage of 
the fact that from early times, human fancy toyed with the idea that one kind of 
living thing somehow could change into some other kind. This notion has been 
the stuff of fables in all ages and all lands. It has been our marvelous achieve- 
ment, working on the gullibility of Darwin and others, to make it the foundation 
of modern biology... . 

Coupled with a complex mix of intellectual dross wrapped in shiny phrases 
and published by shallow but prideful human minds, the theory of general 
evolution was sold to most of the “intellectuals” during the latter of the last 
human century and well into the present century. We taught them such 
unverifiable conjectures as: the universe started from a big Blob of protoplasm 
which was always there; advanced animals with wings or lungs or single- 
focus eyes developed gradually by a trial-and-error process (contrary to more 
valid genetic theory that acquired characteristics cannot be inherited); the 
human race existed for hundreds of thousands and even millions of years; the 
sudden “jumps” and mysterious appearances of new species (shown by the 
gaps of the fossil record) were due to a “mutation” perhaps caused by a cosmic 
ray. We never did come up with a credible “missing link’; and now | fear that 
when we finally get some atheist anthropologist to manufacture one through 
plastic surgery with knee caps of elephants or jaw bones of monkeys, people 
will remember the frauds of this type we foisted on them earlier in the century 
—suchas “Piltdown Man” —or ask the more basic question: how is it that we 
can come up with only one link, and that one fraught with conjecture, after all 
the intense searching, granted that mi/lions of supposed “‘ape-men” should 
have been the “‘linkage’’ between the millions of apes and the millions of men? 

But actually, we do not need a missing link. Consider the ‘‘mutation” 
deus-ex-machina ploy — it is only a secular way of saying “God intervened.” 
As you must realize by now, the whole thing is an exercise in Secular Faith. 
Pause, Wormwood, to relish that phrasel Once they stopped believing in the 
Bible, with its clear statement of monogenesis — one set of primal parents, 
Adam and Eve — they had lost the true faith. So we could substitute another 
Faith, call it Science, and put religionists on the defensive ever after. By now, 
evolution as an “explanation” for the origin of the human race is so embedded 
in their consciousness that they take it for granted. It is quasi-religious faith 
with less evidence at its root than the faith-based teaching of the Bible. Yet it 
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monopolizes the biology /anthropology offerings in their public schools; they 
put up displays in their honor at the Smithsonian, and its premise of continual 
self-improvement for the human race can justify atrocities on a truly cosmic 
scale.... 

Evolution is “believed” in a pre-conscious way, even as illiterate peasants in 
the Middle Ages believed in Christ and the Virgin: The atmosphere of the 
culture fostered faith. We are to the stage, now, that people do not seriously 
question the “science” behind evolution; when anybody does, we persuade 
our friends in the media to pontificate, with faintly sanctimonious tones of 
miffed orthodoxy, that to doubt the obvious isn't even worth rebuttal . . . 

If the essence of human nature evolves, Wormwood, what was “wrong” in 
the past might not be wrong in the present. If cultures evolve, in essentials, 
then the religious sentiments of an earlier, less enlightened age need not be 
binding today — indeed, are to be discarded as “old-fashioned” and “‘height- 
ened” social consciousness, then there is no serious reason for the moderns to 
feel obligated to follow the system set up by their old-fashioned ‘‘Founding 
Fathers... . . 

Human subliminal acceptance of evolutionary faith conditions them to 
disregard the lessons of their past and to accept faddist changes in the present 
just because these changes are ‘‘new’’ and, presumptively, an “improvement” 
over what went before. Since they believe they evolved “up” from the apes, 
and that the process of evolution continues, it follows that nothing “new” can 
really be “bad” — for that would be devolution, a down-sliding that the theory 
denies can occur. We cannot let them get the idea that some changes are evil; 
it is much better, for our purposes, for them to believe that things are getting 
better and better — the presumptive automatic “‘upward’’ movement of things 
— for if the ‘‘good” consists of unleashing automatic forces moving to “higher 
stages,’ then anybody who tries to preserve the norms of the past becomes an 
enemy of progress. One does not debate his enemies; he isolates them. Where 
he can, he liquidates them, as we have found our friends in the KGB doing 
routinely. 

Another promising application is in religion: those hierarchical churches 
that refuse to ordain women are “standing in the way of progress,” failing to 
understand that “times are changing,” lacking in sensitivity to “women’s 
evolving consciousness of their identity.” Nowhere in this miasma of slogans 
is much attention given to the real question: whether the Enemy's decision to 
become a man embodied a timeless truth reflective of his eternal relationship 
to the Father. 

Besides attacking the structured churches, we can use the evolutionary 
faith to attack the Bible itself. This topic is so important | will devote a later 
communication to it alone; here it is enough to point out the importance of 
convincing them that the stories of the Bible “evolved” like legends and myths, 
and that the account of the life of the Enemy as recounted in the Scripture is no 
more than an expression of longing desires of poetic writers handing down 
from generation to generation the “redemption myth” of a suffering God. 

Of course, the evolution faith has its useful place in subverting morals. With 
society supposedly “evolving” to higher stages, an unverifiable theoretical 
judgment, and with both public morals and the family breaking down, a 
verifiable judgment of fact, it is easy for us to get humans to mix the two: to 
begin to believe, under our tutelage, that the breakdown of morals and the 
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family is somehow associated with evolving to higher —i.e., better — stages. 
So we tell wives that “personal growth” and “self-fulfillment’’ can come about 
only through being “liberated” from the claims of husband or the needs of 
children; we tell the kids they can, again, ‘fulfill themselves’ only by throwing 
off the shackles of parental authority and “doing their own thing.”” And when- 
ever someone in the family reminds them of tradition, authority, the needs of 
human psychology, the permanence of vows, or the commands of God, the 
easy answer that we whisper quickly and they parrot as quickly, is: “Times are 
changing. You don’t want to be old-fashioned, do you?” 

Now, Wormwood, step back in your mind from these specifics and ponder 
where the evolutionary mindset is taking them. For the man or woman whois 
a true believer in evolution as the ultimate principle of the universe, everything 
in the present is so much mush. Nothing is right, that might not someday be 
wrong; nothing is true, that might not someday be false; nothing permanent, 
that might not someday be changed; nothing solid, that might not someday be 
jello. And nothing is wrong, that might not someday be right. It all depends on 
the situation, we tell them. In other words, there is no right or wrong, no true or 
false, or permanent or passing. 

Yet the central metaphysical difference between human beings and mere 
animals is that at their best — when they reflect — humans can discern right, 
truth, and permanence. They can grasp the transcendentals. By benumbing 
this capacity through the opiate of evolutionary belief, they lose that sense of 
the transcendent, that ability to look behind appearances. Ironically, to the 
degree that ahuman commits himself to evolution as a belief-system and asa 
practical guide to daily conduct, to that degree does he resemble the animals 
that lack spirit: animals cannot tell what is right, or wrong, or true, or lasting. 
They can only tell what is there. Since true improvement of the human 
condition can come about only to the degree that their spirit exercises its 
authority over sense, and since the evolutionary faith leads to the authority of 
senses over spirit, belief in evolution causes Devolution — or, as we originally 
termed it, Devilution. 

If we keep working on it, Wormwood, this intellectual child of the Enlight- 
enment will bring about — evolve into — eternal darkness. 

So re-read this now — every word. Read and heed, my dear Wormwood, so 
the Devil wil/ have his duel 

Your Affectionate Uncle, 
Screwtape 
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Christian Apologetics and its 
Application in Asia 
Johnson C. Philip 


Christian apologetics is the discipline of study which deals with the defense 
of the Christian faith. Such defense has been advised and demonstrated in 
many places in the Bible. For example, Peter wrote: “Always be prepared to 
make a defense (Greek-APOLOGIA) to anyone who calls you to account for the 
hope that is in you” (I Peter 3:15, RSV). 

A good definition of the character and function of Christian apologetics can 
be seen when Paul says, “We live in the flesh, of course, but the muscles that 
we fight with are not flesh. Our war is not fought with weapons of flesh, yet are 
strong enough, in God's cause, to demolish fortresses. We demolish sophis- 
tries, and the arrogance that tries to resist the knowledge of God; every thought 
is our prisoner, captured to be brought into obedience to Christ” (Il Corinthians 
10:3-6, Phillips). 


A Biblical Basis for Apologetics 

Almost all of the book of Job is an apologetic to justify God’s dealings with 
men. In the face of opposition from his friends and family, Job tries to vindicate 
his loyalty and confidence in the Lord. He makes it very clear that the God of 
Israel is not like the gods of the pagans; rather, He is a faithful God who would 
never fail those who trust in Him. Psalms 14 and 19 are apologetic in charac- 
ter. Romans 1:20 confirms the use of apologetics when it says that the marvels 
of nature are enough to demonstrate and convince one about the existence of 
an intelligent and all-powerful God. 

The message preached by Paul in Acts 17 is another example where an 
apologetic approach is used to preach the gospel to skeptical unbelievers. 

Thus the Bible affords us ample examples to indicate the necessity and 
importance of the role played by apologetics for Christian as well as non- 
Christian hearers. 


Aim of Apologetics 
The methods and priorities of Christian apologetics keep changing from time 
to time, but the aims remain unchanged. They are: 
1. To refute all the accusations that are brought against the Bible and 
Christ. 
2. To demonstrate that only the Bible and the Christian way of life work 
in the actual experience; Only Christ provides real and permanent peace 
and happiness. 
The rational apologetics deals with the scientific and historical reliability of 
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the Christian faith. This type of discussion is very much useful for helping 
educated young people who have doubts about the scientific accuracy of the 
Bible. Philosophical apologetics deals with the philosophical and spiritual 
reliability and truthfulness of Christianity alone over against the claims of all 
other belief-systems. This approach becomes necessary when one tries to 
witness to a person of a different religious background. Hindus, for example, 
have a very much philosophical faith and only a person with moderately good 
background in the philosophical apologetics can help a Hindu with all his or her 
doubts. 


The Role of Apologetics in Christian Witness 

The precise role played by apologetics in Christian witness has been under- 
stood differently by different Christian thinkers, but four schools of thought can 
be identified, as done by Bernard Ramm in many of his writings: 

1. Christian Rationalism: According to this view, reason can completely 
demonstrate or prove the validity of the Christian position. But such a view- 
point places too much trust in the capacity of the human intellect. The limita- 
tions of man’s finite nature and the corruption of our minds by the sin nature 
and the role of the Holy Spirit in illuminating fallen humans beings is over- 
looked. Such a viewpoint is scripturally not sound. 

2. Christian Agnosticism: This view is completely distrustful of reason in the 
spiritual realm. According to it, faith and reason exist in mutually exclusive 
compartments, playing no role in each other's realm. Advocates of this position 
maintain that reason is for the natural world and faith is for the spiritual realm. 

Such a viewpoint divides truth into fragments, so it lacks coherence and 
integration of thought. Also, this type of thinking does not do justice to the 
historical character of Christianity. 

3. Logical Christianity: According to this view, reason is the starting point 
which goes a long way forward to the truth, the last steps of which are taken by 
faith. 

This view is much closer to the Biblical principles of apologetics. However, 
some exponents of this school have eventually fallen into the error of claiming 
that since God can be known and understood to a great extent through the 
natural world alone, the Bible becomes unnecessary to understand God. 

4. Autonomous Christianity: This view is based on an inductive understand- 
ing of what the Bible has to say about faith and reason. According to this school 
of thought, faith is the starting-point of Christian belief. Once the faith is 
established, it can be demonstrated that the claims of the Bible are not 
inconsistent with truth and reason. 

This is the most widely acceptable and Biblically tenable view which is held 
by most of the well known conservative theologians today. 


Conclusion 

We are living in an era of rapid expansion of scientific knowledge. Every day 
scientific gadgets are making our lives easier. So it is only natural for modern 
man to place a heavy trust in science. The problem arises when people start 
trusting everything that is peddled in the name of science. Such a blind belief 
results from an improper understanding of the nature of science and scientific 
knowledge. 

This blind trust of modern man in science has been exploited to an unbeliev- 
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able extent by the radical and rebellious critics who attack the Bible. They have 
pointed out numerous “problems” in the Bible in the light of what they call 
“modern science’! These type of proclamations have disturbed the faith of 
many Christians, because they equate the word “science” with “absolute 
truth.” Once the “truth” and the Bible seem to conflict with each other, they 
face a dilemma about what to accept: the scientific truth or the Bible. 

Christian apologetics come to their rescue by demonstrating that their belief 
in the Bible is not inconsistent with real scientific truth. In this way apologetics 
greatly helps those people also who are sincerely interested in the claims of 
the Christian faith. Apologetics is helpful to those people also who are at the 
verge of believing in Christ, but are hindered in their final commitment by the 
alleged conflicts between reason and the Christian faith. 

Once the Christian apologist demonstrates the logical consistency of Chris- 
tianity, the doubting believers are strengthened in their faith, and the doubting 
unbelievers are motivated to accept Christ and the Bible. 


Creationistic Apologetics for Asia 

The educated people of Asia are in no mood today to accept the doctrine of 
fiat creation. For them evolution is the most reliable explanation of the diversity 
of life, and the stories of creation are to them no more than religious myths. It is 
not difficult to find even Christian leaders who believe that the Bible is full of 
inaccurate statements, and that only the old and the imbeciles take this book 
literally. 

Because of this state of mind, it is always helpful to use an apologetical 
approach in one’s preaching and teaching. Both Christian as well as non- 
Christian audiences will be benefited by this approach. However, these two 
groups have different needs, for which we will have to use two different types 
of approaches. For Christians we will generally need what can be termed as 
the Rational Apologetics, while with non-Christian Asians we will need to use 
what is called the Philosophical Apologetics. (Creationism has to be the impor- 
tant theme of both approaches.) The reasons for these approaches are as 
follows: 


Apologetics for Christians 

The need of apologetics for Christians today has its origin in the history of the 
dark ages. The Roman Catholic Church ruled the world with an iron rod during 
that period. The revolt against this tyranny expressed itself in the form of 
secular, godless philosophies which originated in that milieu. This philosophi- 
cal revolt was initially directed against the Roman Catholic Church, but even- 
tually it turned against the Bible and, therefore, against the Protestant faith 
also. 

The revolt came from the intellectuals of all persuasions but the thread that 
finally united all of them together was the Theory of Evolution. Though the 
philosophical concept of evolution is about two millenia, or more, old, Charles 
Darwin was the first person to give this theory a thorough exposition. Though 
Darwin’s hypothesis was meant only to explain the evolution of life, and 
though his exposition was full of scientific flaws, these men were quick to take 
the basic concepts of evolution and generalize it so widely that every field of 
learning was brought under its influence. Soon the theory was assumed to 
have the status of an all-pervading principle, and in this way the philosophy of 
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evolution became the frame of reference to explain a// facts of natural and 
social science. They now started talking of the evolution of life, evolution of the 
universe, evolution of language, culture, society, religion, and even the evolu- 
tion of the Bible! 

Many of these critics were quick to claim that every major story recorded in 
the Bible has “evolved” from primitive stories. The Bible itself was then 
portrayed as a book which evolved through centuries of compilation and 
modification by its human editors. Around 1900 AD the Rationalist Press 
Association and the Unitarians (a heretical Christian group who trace their 
origin to around 300 AD) produced a flood of scholarly-sounding books trying 
to reinterpret Christianity and its tenets in terms of the evolutionary philo- 
sophy. Since the intellectual world at large was always eager to express their 
revolt against the Church, such pronouncements against the ‘Book’ of the 
Church were accepted as the final word of scholarship. This was a battle of 
strategy in which the church was the loser. 

Many Christian scholars of this time were eager to accept these findings of 
the ‘‘modern science” either due to the mounting pressure, or to look intellec- 
tually respectable. So, many of the great theologians of that era, who had a 
great influence in seminaries across the world, accepted these pronounce- 
ments uncritically. Their next step was to persuade other scholars of great 
repute among the Christians to accept these theories. Very soon these theories 
were being taught authoritatively in some of the most conservative Christian 
institutions. But such an acceptance of evolutionary philosophy by the reputed 
men of learning very soon eroded the honour and respect which was due to the 
“Book.” 

The acceptance of any anti-Biblical philosophy is bound to undermine the 
authority of the Bible, and this is exactly what has happened in the twentieth 
century. The acceptance of evolutionary philosophy has so much permeated 
Christian theology that a large proportion of our theologians cannot think of the 
Bible except in terms of evolution. 

Once the idea of an evolved Bible was accepted, it was natural to think that 
this book contains myths and errors. Thus attacks on the Biblical narratives 
were swallowed easily by Christian scholars and laymen alike due to the low 
view that they had of the scriptures by this time. Because of this atmosphere 
which has prevailed in Christendom since then, the present generation of 
educated Christians have been brought up in a tradition where the Bible is a 
discredited book. (The present controversy on the inerrancy and the infallibility 
of the Bible can be traced back to these very influences.) 

Also, the theory of evolution has gained such worldwide, and almost reli- 
gious, adherence that the present generation of students grow up with the firm 
belief that evolution is a fact of science. Since this theory, which has been 
taught to them directly or indirectly from their childhood, stands in direct 
conflict with the history of creation recorded in the Bible, and since otherwise 
also the Bible is said to be a scientifically discredited book, the educated 
Christian feels that the Bible is a shaky foundation for spiritual beliefs. It is here 
that Christian apologetics is important by showing the correctness and relia- 
bility of the Bible, thus assuring the believer that he or she is standing on a sure 
and firm foundation, 
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Apologetics for Non-Christians 

Almost all Asians adhere to religions which have no firm doctrine of either a 
fiat creation or a personal God. Many of these religions (e.g., Hinduism) are 
even based on evolutionary and atheistic (e.g., Buddhism) philosophies. For 
those people who have been brought up in such beliefs, evolution is a readily 
acceptable theory. Since their religion says precisely what their science 
teachers say, the idea of evolution is embedded into their thinking as a fact. 

Modern education in Asia spreads evolution. It is permeated to the core with 
the evolutionary philosophy. Since their religious beliefs only enforce their 
belief in evolution, they have no difficulty in accepting that even religion is an 
“evolved” system of beliefs, having nothing really divine to it. Hence they place 
all religions on the level of speculations and myths. This way their own 
religions and the modern evolution-based education effectively reinforce each 
other in isolating present-day Asians from any concept of a personal God or fiat 
creation. 

When such persons are confronted with the gospel of Christ, (a message 
which is ultimately based on creation, the subsequent fall, and redemption as 
mentioned in the Bible — a “‘religious’’ book) they cannot look at it as a divine 
message. Though God the Holy Spirit works in the hearts of people irrespective 
of their feelings towards the Bible, it will be of much help for the non-Christian 
if we try to aid in the solving of genuine doubts about the Bible. 

In India, having a population of 700 million, there is one more problem to be 
faced. Here, due to various historical reasons, the present-day Hindus strongly 
and sincerely believe that all religions are equal — all of them equally repre- 
sent man’s pursuit of God. Since all religions are the result of man’s continued 
quest for truth, all of them are true in what they have to offer to their adherents. 
Such a person cannot easily understand why he should change from one 
“right’’ way into another “‘right’’ way to reach the ultimate reality. In other 
words, since all the religions have evolved equally mature through eons of 
man’s quest for truth, why should the Christians demand others to give a 
special hearings to their claims. Such persons need the patient counselling 
and explanation from a Christian believer who has a good understanding of the 
Hindu philosophy. 


Conclusion 

Several developments of the past few centuries have combined together to 
give a distorted picture of the Bible to the educated people in Asia. When we 
confront such people with the gospel of Christ, they may first want to know 
more about the alleged discrepancies between the Bible and science, espe- 
cially in the area of evolution and creation. Since no thoughtful person would 
seriously consider a message which to him or her is based on anirrational and 
outdated source — the Bible, we should try our best to resolve his or her 
genuine difficulties. 

The main areas in which we will have to equip ourselves for the present 
needs of Asia are: Bible versus the natural sciences, the social and historical 
sciences, evolution, and the philosophies of the Oriental religions. 
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Miracles in Metaphor 
Viola Jacobson Berg 


He who made the rocks, 

the stones, 

and the towering mountains 
is Himself 

the mightiest Rock. 


He who controls 

the ebb and flow 

of the fathomless seas, 
is the source 

of Living Water. 


He who created 

all green growing things 
to provide man with food 
through all the centuries 
is Himself 

the Bread of Life. 


He who designed the blood 

to contain life 

created an everlasting fountain 
of eternal life 

when He poured forth 

His own. 
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The Footprints of Dragons 
Lorella Rouster 


Almost all our early ancestors believed the earth was inhabited, especially in 
unknown regions, by dragons. Where did they get such an idea? Did it stem 
from a universal human imagination? An inherited need or instinct? An inher- 
ited subconscious memory of dinosaurs? All these suggestions have been 
made, and taken seriously by groups of people. | believe dragons are the 
reflection, sometimes embellished through retelling but mostly historical, of 
actual physical encounters of human beings with dinosaurs. 

Francis Schaeffer, philosopher-theologian, has written, “| am not at all 
convinced it has been proven that the dinosaurs became extinct prior to the 
advent of man. As one thinks of, for example, the fossilized footsteps of manin 
sites along with the dinosaur tracks in Paluxy, Texas, one can ask whether 
scientists would not have used this as evidence that man lived at the same 
time as the dinosaurs were it not for the fact that it contradicts their own theory 
(of evolution). 

There is much evidence, ancient and modern, to indicate that dinosaurs and 
humankind existed on earth contemporaneously, and that human beings, 
while they probably lived in different regions than dinosaurs for the most part, 
did on many occasions encounter the sometimes huge and fearsome crea- 
tures. The memories of these encounters were so vivid and deep that they 
were passed down in a multitude of cultures as legends, painted on cave walls, 
represented in pottery, and written of in literature. 

The word ‘dragon’, according to the Oxford Dictionary of English, i.e. 
etymology, 1966, is derived from the Old French, which in turn was derived 
from the Latin dragon (serpent), which in turn was derived from the Greek 
Drakon (serpent), from the Greek aorist verb, Drake‘/o (to see clearly). It is 
related to many other ancient words related to sight, such as Sanskrit darc 
(see), Avestic darstis (sight), Old Irish derc (eye), Old English torht, Old Saxon 
torht and Old High German zoraht, all meaning clear, or bright. The roots of the 
word can be traced, then, back to most early Indo-European tongues. This may 
indicate that it is possible that the immediate ancestor of the word was a part of 
the original hypothetical Indo-European tongue which may have been a part of 
the vocabulary of Japheth’s descendants, soon after the Flood and the 
dispersion at Babel. 

The Oxford English Dictionary points out that Drakélo is derived from the 
Greek stem Drak meaning strong. The connection with dragons is obvious. 
According to the OED, the word was first used in English about 1220 A.D. It 
was used in English versions of the Bible from 1340 on. 

A modern book, The Greatest Monsters in the World, (1975) contains a 
chapter called ‘Dragons Everywhere.” This title is accurate, because ancient 
belief in dragons is nearly universal, as far as we can determine from prehis- 
toric art, legend, and the world’s most ancient writings. 


Reprinted from CSSH Quarterly, Vol. 1, No. 1 (Fall, 1978). Lorella Rouster receives her 
mail at Route 2, Box 16A, Fremont, IN 46737. 
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In art, dragons are a motif used in ancient pottery. The motif appears as bowl 
decorations in China as late as 202 A.D.? In Anne Ross's book, Pagan Celtic 
Britain, is a picture of a pot motif from the ancient Urnfield culture which 
blossomed in Europe prior to 500 B.C. The Bali portray a dragon in their animal 
mask of Barong, a good spirit which is central in their ritual dramatic 
presentations. 

Perhaps the earliest evidence, however, is found in a prehistoric cave at La 
Baume, Latrone, France. Discovered in 1940 by Siegfried Giedion, some 
scientists have dated the cave at 20,000 years ago (I do not accept such ancient 
dates). Peter Costello writes, “dominating the whole scene is a serpent over 
three meters in length.” As Costello notes, this picture of a dragon-like crea- 
ture “appeared at the very dawn of art.’3 

At Lydney Park on the banks of Severn in Gloucestershire, England, a mosaic 
floor of Romano-Celtic origin has been excavated. It appears to be a temple 
associated with the river cult of Nodens, ‘the cloud maker.” Prominent in the 
mosaic are sea monsters that may be dragons. 

In literature, dragons are certainly a virtually universal ancient motif. Drag- 
ons are found in the early literature of the English, Irish, Danish, Norse, 
Scandinavians, Germans, Greeks, Romans, Egyptians and Babylonians. 
Among the American Indians, legends of dragons flourished among the Crees, 
Algonquins, Onondagas, Ojibways, Hurons, Chinooks, Shoshones, and Alas- 
kan Eskimos. 

One of the most famous Danish dragon tales is from ‘Sigurd of the Vol- 
sungs” and concerns “The Slaying of Fafnir.’’ Sigurd, the hero of the epic, is 
afraid of Fafnir the dragon because his tracks seem great. This surely would 
have been true of the large dinosaurs, whether the footprints or the sound of 
their approach was being considered. Sigurd hides in a pit, and when the 
dragon crawis to the water, he strikes up into its heart. Again, if a man were to 
slay a large dinosaur, this would be an intelligent way to do it, for one would be 
out of the way of the creature's powerful tail, and sharp, meat-rending teeth. 
Probably the head, neck and heart were the only truly deadly areas on the huge 
body. Most dinosaurs were basically water creatures. Therefore, everything in 
this scene is totally realistic, and makes good dinosaur-hunting strategy. 

Sigurd is afraid he will drown in the dragon’s blood, which may be another 
indication as to the size of the creature. If the dragon had fallen over the mouth 
of the pit, Sigurd’s drowning in its blood would have been a distinct possibility. 

As the dragon approaches, it blows poison before it. The dragon talks to 
Sigurd. In the talking we undoubtedly have some embellishment, but this is not 
surprising in an early folk tale that was passed down orally for uncounted 
generations. Sigurd’s friend, Regin, cuts out the dragon's heart, and asks 
Sigurd to roast it and serve it to him. When Regin touches the dragon's blood to 
his tongue, he understands the speech of birds. Here again we probably have 
an embellishment, perhaps associating dragons in a symbolic way with wis-* 
dom, a frequent association in early literature. 

Both the dragon in this early Danish epic and the dragon in the Old English 
epic, Beowulf, guard a treasure. We can only speculate as to the origin of this 
idea. It’s possible that a dinosaur did in fact make off with some loot, or it’s 
possible that the abode of dinosaurs was so unapproachable that ancient 
peoples imagined their dens to be loaded with treasures. Did the two dragons 
come from the same early legend? We do not know. 
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The unnamed dragon in Beowulf also vomits flames. It is fifty feet long, as 
measured after its death. As with Fafnir, “earth dwellers much dread him.’® . 
He is a night creature, associated with evil, and described as “smooth” and 
“hateful.”6 

Greek heroes who are supposed to have slain dragons are Hercules. Apollo, 
and Perseus. Indeed, the World Book Encyclopedia(1973) says “every country 
had them (dragons) in its mythology.’ In Greek mythology, a Great Ash Tree, 
Yggdrasil, which was thought to support the whole universe, had three 
immense roots. One extended into the region of death, Niflheim, and the 
dragon Nidhogg perpetually gnawed at the root of the tree. This precarious 
situation, which seems to place the whole universe at Nidhogg’s mercy, 
perhaps shows the conscious or subconscious deeply rooted fear of the 
proto-Greeks for dinosaurs, those terrible lizards. If the fearsome creatures 
were threatening the ancestors of the Greek peoples, one can easily see how 
such a myth could have developed. 

The Egyptians wrote of the dragon Apophis, enemy of the sun god Re. The 
Babylonians recorded their belief in the monster Tiamat. The Norse people 
wrote of Lindwurm, guardian of the treasure of Rheingold, who was killed by 
the hero Siegfried. The Chinese wrote of dragons in their ancient book, / Ching, 
associating the creatures with power, fertility, and well being. They also used 
dragons in early art, ancient pottery, folk pageantry and dances as a motif. The 
Aztecs’ plumed serpent may have represented a hybrid in their thought 
between a dragon and another creature. The pottery of ancient Nazca culture 
of Peru shows a cannibal monster much like a dragon.’ 

In British Columbia, Lake Sashwap is believed to be home to the dragon Ta 
Zam-A, and Lake Cowichan to Tsingquaw. In Ontario, Lake Meminisha is the 
reputed home of a fish-like serpent feared by the Cree Indians. Angoub is the 
legendary Huron dragon, Hiachuckaluck the dragon believed in by the Chi- 
nooks of British Columbia.® 

Dragons are so widely accepted a part of Irish folklore that Robert Lloyd 
Praeger, naturalist, says that they are “an accepted part of Irish zoology.”’® Dr. 
P.W. Joyce, historian, in his book on Irish place-names, says, “legends of 
aquatic monsters are very ancient among the Irish people” and show that 
many Irish place names resulted from a belief in these dragons.'° 

Many theories have been set forth proposing to explain the virtually univer- 
sal belief in dragons among ancient peoples. Some have seen dragons as a 
product of the human imagination, resulting from fear of the unknown. It has 
been pointed out that as late as 1600 A.D., maps were decorated about the 
borders of unknown regions with drawings of dragon-like monsters. In my 
undergraduate study of literature, one frequent interpretation of archetypes in 
literature was that people had a universal need to believe in these things, that 
the human subconscious understood at some deep level the same set of 
symbols. The most frequent modern interpretation given to the myths and 
archetypes are symbolic. 

Yet many authors have come almost, but not quite to the conclusion that 
early people encountered dinosaurs and passed down the memory of these 
encounters in tales of dragons. Peter Costello, who researched Lake Monster 
legends and alleged sightings in considerable depth, wrote, "’. .. as we go 
through the early accounts of Irish lake monsters we shall find that there is 
often only a superficial covering of fancy, often the work of the collectors and 
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that real animals are clearly behind some of the stories."""" 

The World Book Encyclopedia (1973) notes “the dragons of legend are 
strangely like actual creatures that have lived in the past. They are much like 
the giant reptiles which inhabited the earth long before man is supposed to 
have appeared on earth.""!2 

Peter Costello presents the same problem. “The plesiosaur theory,” he 
writes, “which appeared early on, still has many supporters, . . . but again the 
difficulties, whether it could have survived for sixty million years undetected 
. . . are very great."''3 

Daniel Cohen, author of 7he Greatest Monsters in the World, also says that 
there is a ‘sensational possibility” that the dragon legend originated with the 
dinosaurs, observing that: 

no creatures that ever lived looked more like dragons than dinosaurs. . . 

there is a problem with this theory. The problem is time. As far as we 

know, all the dinosaurs died out over 70 million years ago. That long ago, 

there were no people on earth. So who could remember the dinosaurs?'* 
Cohen says that “some early discoverers of dinosaur bones called them 
‘dragon bones.’ ’ But apparently because the time and evolutionary develop- 
ment problems are so great in the minds of some, Cohen boldly asserts that 
“scientists today no longer identify dinosaurs with dragons.”'® 

Only two years after the publication of Greatest Monsters, however, Carl 
Sagan, a renowned astronomer, published The Dragons of Eden, which in 
spite of the time and evolutionary development problems asks, “Could there 
have been man-like creatures who actually encountered Tyrannosaurus 
Rex?"''6 Sagan asserts, “One way or another, there were dragons in Eden.""!7 
Admittedly an evolutionist, Sagan's book is subtitled, “Speculations on the 
Evolution of Human Intelligence.’’ He does not view Eden in the classical 
Christian or Biblical sense of the word; by “Eden” he means an emerging 
humanity's dawning awareness of their existence. And he doesn’t say human 
beings, but ‘‘man-like creatures’’ encountered dinosaurs. But this is quite a 
step in the thinking of those tied to their evolutionary time scale. 

For the Bible believing creationist, of course, no time or evolutionary prob- 
lems exist, and the facts of literature, art, and geology square very nicely with 
the Scriptural account. According to Genesis 1:21-23, water animals were 
created on the fifth day; according to Genesis 1;24-25, land animals, as well as 
man and woman, were created on the sixth day. Thus, according to the Bible all 
animals were created at approximately the same time. There were no long 
ages when man was not present and when dinosaurs ruled the earth. The 
Authorized Version contains the word “dragon” sixteen times, all in the Old 
Testament, rendering two Hebrew words which mean “sea or land monster.” 

But perhaps more certain are some Biblical references which use other 
names but which clearly describe dinosaurs. In Job 40:15ff, for example, 
Behemoth is described: “His strength is in his loins, and his force is in the navel 
of his belly’ (40:16), Behemoth is a huge creature, and reading of it, one 
schooled in early literature can scarcely help but think of Fafnir, the dragon of 
early Danish fame. Behemoth, we read, moved his tail like a cedar. A tai) as 
huge and powerful as a cedar tree can describe no animal on earth but a 
dinosaur. “His bones are as strong pieces of brass; his bones are like bars of 
iron” we read (40:18), perhaps recalling Sigurd, trembling because of the 
strength of the dragon Fafnir. When the author of Job writes “he that made 
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him can make his sword to approach unto him,” can the writer mean that only 
God is normally able to bring about the death of such a powerful creature? 
Again, | mentally envision Sigurd hiding in the pit, waiting for just the right 
moment to strike at one of the few places the dragon was vulnerable. Behe- 
moth is a water creature, for “he lieth under the shady trees, in the covert of 
the reed, and fens. . . the willows of the brook compass him about” (40:22). 
This creature has a huge thirst, for “he drinketh up a river” (40:23). What 
animal other than a dinosaur can Behemoth be? 

In the next chapter of Job, we read of another great creature, Leviathan. As 
with Behemoth, the record tells of God describing these creatures, and implies 
that Job was familiar with them. God is reminding Job of the great difficulty in 
catching a creature like Leviathan. God had created Leviathan, for He declares, 
“whatsoever is under the whole heaven is mine” (41:11). Leviathan has 
terrible teeth and scales or a strong, protective covering, typical of many 
dinosaurs. Do you see Sigurd trembling before Fafnir when you read, “When 
he (Leviathan) raiseth himself up, the mighty are afraid” (41:25)? Job is usually 
considered to be one of the oldest of the Bible books, possibly written when ice 
covered large parts of Europe and North America shortly after the Great Flood. 
Many Bible scholars feel that some dinosaurs may have survived the Flood, 
being water creatures, but that due to severe climactic changes, they died out 
within a few generations after the Flood. If these small-brained creatures were 
experiencing hardships to which they were unaccustomed and ill-adapted, 
one can easily understand why a tradition of monstrous, fearsome dragons is 
recorded in virtually all early western cultures, which would have developed 
during or shortly following the time of Job. 

Itis true that eastern traditions have not viewed the dragon as fearsome and 
evil, as have western cultures. We can only speculate as to the reason, but it is 
possible that the eastward migrating peoples simply did not have the grue- 
some encounters that their western contemporaries must have experienced. If 
so, these peoples may have told their children stories of dinosaurs as they were 
handed down from before the Flood, when life was ideally adapted to their 
existence, food was plentiful, and perhaps animals and humans did not kill one 
another for food (Gen. 9:3). 

The documentary film, Footprints in Stone asks the question, “Did man and 
dinosaur walk on your distant shore?” There, in the river bed and underlying 
the banks of the Paluxy River at Glen Rose, Texas, human and dinosaur 
footprints were fossilized in the same strata. They are too numerous, too well 
preserved, to dismiss as an unexplainable freak. Scientists who accept evolu- 
tionary concepts and the necessary accompanying billions of years of ages 
have a hard time with this geological evidence, just as they have difficulty with 
the literary, legendary, and archaeological evidence. How could the footprints 
of dinosaurs remain soft enough so that millions of years later men could 
record their footprints around and even in them? How could they endure that 
without erosion? How could a people draw pictures of dinosaurs on ancient 
cave walls, if none were around? Why did so many cultures write about 
dinosaurs, if they were unknown to early humanity? These difficulties seem 
incapable of solution to believers in evolution. To those who take the Bible 
seriously as an historical record of time-space events, however, there is simply 
no problem. 

The evidence is overwhelming. Scientists often argue that if evidence can be 
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adduced from a number of different disciplines, it is strong indication to the 
veracity of a hypothesis. | have shown evidence from archaeology, prehistoric 
art, ancient literature, legend and mythology, geology and paleontology, and 
the Bible. ; 

This evidence leads me to the conclusion that human beings from the early 
Indo-European peoples on did indeed encounter dinosaurs in the early earth, 
and that they drew them, wrote of them and told of them in records. The 
ancients called them dragons. 
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Book Review 


John D. Pilkey, Origin of the Nations, with a Foreword by George Howe. 
Master Book Publishers, A Division of CLP, P.O. Box 15908, San Diego, CA 
92115, 1984. PB:, 346 pp. incl. Illustrations, Notes, extensive Bibliography, 
Index, Biblical References, $9.95. 


In his concise foreword to this unique book Dr. George Howe of Los Angeles 
Baptist College writes: 
Based on years of study, the book is a synthetic reconstruction of the 
events and people of this largely forgotten period of history [the origin of 
human nations after the Flood].. . . [It]is based on young-earth creation- 
ism. . . Pilkey attempts to bring identity between such widely separated 
fields as human mythology, Biblical truth and the plight of modern man. 


Specialists in history or mythology would do well to read the book - 
consecutively. Interested general readers, however, might wisely begin 
with the last three chapters (7, 8, and 9) ... before attempting to 
assimilate the array of details found in the earlier chapters. 
This advice warns the reader that Origin of the Nations is of foremost appeal to 
a specially trained audience. The author's knowledge of mythology and the 
history of early antiquity, especially of the third millenium B.C., is stupendous. 
This is instantly evident from the extensive, scholarly select bibliography 
spanning several centuries and leaning heavily on the research of German 
orientalists well known for the depth and thoroughness of their methods and 
findings. The non-specialist must decide almost from the first page, but espe- 
cially when considering the numerous extensive and highly detailed compara- 
tive lists of mythological deities of antiquity and their presumptive origins in 
immediate descendants of Noah, that given his specialist knowledge the 
author's narrative and specific statements are far less speculative than they 
must appear to the untrained newcomer. 

The author is an English professor at Los Angeles Baptist College, and his 
professional background accounts for his strongly “poetic” descriptive manner, 
his sometimes uncommon use of words (for example, “intrigue”’ is very often 
used in the sense of ‘mystery’ rather than “‘plot’’), and his references to 
English poets such as the heroic John Milton or the romantic Percy Bysshe 
Shelley. A strong flavor of “life unto life” (Il Cor. 2:16) rather than dry and 
plodding scholarship marks the entire narrative, largely reconciling the reader 
(especially the ‘‘novice”’) to the fact that to follow this book at all it must be read 
carefully page by page, and even then cannot be truly “absorbed” by the mind 
due to the sheer mass of information and the sweep of historical 
reconstruction. 

The author writes in the tradition of Christian ‘“‘euhemerism,” a school of 
historiography flourishing chiefly between 1650 and 1800 which dealt 
seriously with Noah, and which believed that pagan gods such as Zeus or 
Osiris can be identified as ancient men. Dr. Pilkey states that the “true cultural 
model for Genesis 10 study is Milton’s Paradise Lost. . . Instead of having to 
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choose between euhemerism and German idealism, we can reconcile both 
schools in the simple perception that Noah's family were ‘creative powers’ of 
the highest order’ (p. 4). The principle that men may be, or are, in some deep 
sense “as gods” is expressed in the Scriptures in Exodus 7:1 (where the Lord 
tells Moses that He has made him “a god” to Pharaoh), in Psalm 82:6 (“I have 
said, Ye are gods’’), and confirmed by Jesus Christ Himself in John 10:34-35 
(“Is it not written in your law, | said, Ye are Gods?. . . he called them gods, unto 
whom the word of God came, and the scripture cannot be broken”’). It is Dr. 
Pilkey’s strongest point that Noah and his family in ruling and repopulating the 
earth after the Flood were most awesomely, heroically and powerfully “as 
gods,” and that their exploits are the original subject matter of the historio- 
graphy and mythology of antiquity as evidenced among all ancient peoples 
(Sumerians, Akkadians, Egyptians, Chinese, Hindus, ancient Greeks, ancient 
Aryans, North and South American Indians, and even Polynesians and Aus- 
tralian aborigines). This must be the case if they are all descended from Noah 
and his family. Of course the cultural achievements of these ‘founding 
fathers” and mythical heroes/gods of post-diluvial mankind are not evidence 
of their godliness in the spiritual sense; yet their prodigious battles and 
prodigious sensuality, in Dr. Pilkey’s view, constitute a perversion of God's 
image and likeness rather than its loss. 

One need not agree with every theological statement of the author to accept 
his foundation position, which is that we must take seriously mankind's very 
brief history since Creation and the Flood. The accuracy of the tight chronology 
of Genesis 11 (even as the scientific accuracy of Genesis 1), can and must be 
undergirded with a historiography which is not imbued with evolutionist lack 
of faith in the word of God, the inerrant Author of the Bible and the Ruler of 
history. This book should give rise to a fruitful integration of ancient history in 
our creationist, biblically faithful world view. In doing so, it will strengthen our 
faith along with our scholarship. Highly recommended to readers with special 
interest and/or background in ancient history and mythology. 

— Reviewed by Ellen Myers 
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AND HUMANITIES SOCIETY 
1429 N. Holyoke 
Wichita, Kansas 67208 


Enclosed is my payment of $12* for Sustaining Membership dues. | sub- 
scribe to the Creation Social Science and Humanities Society's Statement 
of Belief: 


. The Bible is the written Word of God. It is inspired and inerrant throughout. 


Its assertions are historically and scientifically true in all the original auto- 
graphs. To the student of the social sciences and humanities this means 
that the account of origins in Genesis is a factual presentation of simple 
historical truths. : 
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